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t research questions are raised in each case:

1. Was/is the doctrine compatible with the civilian society the armed forces were
A designed to defend?

B 2. At what pace was the doctrine developed (evolutionary or revolutionary)?

K

(W1
:v' 3. How long did it take to implement the changed doctrine?

]

o 4. Did/does the doctrine provide a common lexicon?

aé 5. Did the doctrine survive the transition to war?

4

A

% 6. Did the doctrinal development system provide for rapid assimilation of lessons
A learned in combat?

b}

&

*

The conclusions present eight historically supported doctrinal development success

f? factors. These factors are recommended as the starting point for discussions on

K improvements to the current U.S. doctrinal development system.
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ABSTRACT

US ARMY DOCTRINE ----- FAR-SIGHTED YISION OR TRANSIENT FAD?

by Lieutenant Colonel John A Mills, USA, 53 pages.

This monograph examines the value of doctrine and compares various
approaches to doctrinal davelopment. The paper is based on the premise
that US Army doctrine changes so rapidly that there is no common
understarnding of our basic doctrine. The thesis of the paper 1is that
through an examination of current and historical cases, the comman
factors of successful development and use of doctrine can be identified.
The nbjective of the paper is to identify ."success factors": that can be
used in subsequent modification of the US Army system for doctrinal
development that balances between adjustments ton frequent to be absorbed
and too slow to meet the demands of the changes in the environment. .

A brief introductory section examines the origin of military
dactrine, compares historical and contemporary definitions of doctrine
and reviews the value of a commonly understcod lexicon within an armed
force.

Next, the monograph examines two approaches to doctrine as wel. as
periods when doctrine was tested (periods of cocmbat) in the Saviet and
German Armed Forces. The fallowing research questions are raised in each
case:

1. Was/is the doctrine compatible with the civilian society
the armed forces were designed to defend?

2. At what pace was the doctrine developed (evaluticnary or
revoluticnary)?

3. How long did it take to implement the charged doctrine?

4. Did/dres the doctrine praovide a common lexicon?
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3. Did the doctrine survive the transition to war?

6. Did the doctrinal development system provide for rapid
assimilation of lessons learned in combat?

The conclusions present eight historically supported doctrinal
development success factors. These factors are recomended as the
starting point for dicussions on improvements to the current U.S.
doctrinal development system.
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INTRODUCTION

“If vou want peace, understang war,'"?

The «=pening statement woulg appear tx be obvious, But the
understanding of war. to include how a nation should conduct war, nas
2onfaunged  the best minds throughout nistory, Attempts to forecast
successtul metheds of waging war and provide a common  basis  for
training have fueled the 2volution of military doctrine. Rlthough
Clausewitz did not use the term doctrine, he did see tHe need for
routine at the lower levels as 3 means of reducing natural friction:
2asiig  the workings of the machine; and producing more brisk, precise

and reliable leadership.®

Doctrine is defined in the 1386 US Army Field Marual 100-35 as "an
army's condensed expression of its approach to  fighting campaigns,
major operations, battles, and erngagements”". It has become vital tao
tne 2fficient prosecution of modern warfare. The abserce of a Common
iexicon ano an understarnding of "what is officially bhelieved and
thought about the way to conduct military ocperations"® would exacarbate
the natural fog ang friction =f war.

Ir search of igeal doctrine, the militarily successful nations are
fiztorically faced with a dilemma, Shonld an army wewely update the
dactrin2 that proved successful, or shcould it seek futuristic docirire

based on orojected envirarmental and technolagical changes?
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The unsuccessful army dcoces not have the same sentimental
attachment to its doctrine. But equally distressing is the fact that
military failure alsc may lead to selection of the wrong doctrine.  The
French reformists irn the 1830's got their way as a result of their
major defeat in the Franco-Prussian War. This wholesale change fram a
defensive to an offensive doctrine was also palitically popular,
Naverthelass, the revclutionary charnge produced a near-fatal doctrine

for the French in their next encounter.

There 1is vyet another group that believes it is immaterial haow

often you update or change doctrive. Rs Michael Howard put it:
I am tempted indeed tc declare dogmatically that whatever
doctrine the Armed Forces are sorking on now, they have got
it wrong. I am also tempted tc declare that it does not
matter that they have got it wrong. What does matter is
their capacity to get it right guickly when the moment
arrives.... Still it is the task of the military science in
a age of peace to prevent the doctrines fram being too badly
wrong. ©

I' s this school of thought that fuels the fire with continuous nmineor

adjustments that can result in constant doctrinal change without the

berefit of debate and testing before implementatiorn. The end product

ig ootentially an army that does mnot have a common language (lexican)

-

and understanding of its doctrire ... the US Army tcoday.

The US Army has traditionally used Field Manual (FM) 100-5 as %the
capstare marual for doctrine. However, since 1339 there have been 16

editions of FM 1OC-5 changing ar average 2f every three vears. The
’ g 1
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g?ﬁ. relatively frequent adjustment of the terms of reference and the more

Qy, recent major (revelutionary) changes in the basic philosophy of the

)

*4- doctrine have eraded its cornerstone characteristics. Over time FM

oty

ﬁ:‘~ 100-3 has assumed more of a role as the refererce for the latest/most

)

L fashicnable terms. Efforts to reorient the veiws of the Army can

-

oS

?:: frequently be seern in articles such as "Training to Ficht” in the May,

1.':\

}}\ 1386 MILITARY REVIEW. In this article, BG Wayrne Downing makes the
) statement "FM 100-S is not just a lexicon of Army jargaon'S. He then
Y

;:ﬁ: explains how the Army must get sericus about training in  accordance

.' -\

:&f: with current doctine in crder to be capable of implementing it.

on" o

3

i3

?\¢ Even more stark examples of the diverse and problematic
>
e

‘Qp- interpretations of cuwrrent US Army doctrine can be seen when field

&,

a ¥

. grade officers at several different headquarters waorldwide are asked to

.y r,

*f ) X . . - A

'”ﬁ' give a working definition of scme of the more commor doctrinal  terms.

"

& ? Whernn eight lieutenant colonels corverged on Fort  Leaverworth  from

Oy

battalion command te atternd the Advanced Operaticnal Studies

P

3 L]

:_¢: Fellowship, there was no common urnderstarnding of the doctrive that we
vy
W

::i: "practice”, Initially, the sample size may have been toc small to be

L

of concerrn. But in numercus exercises with the 47 maiors in the Schaal

U

)

:&g of Advarced Military Studies, and when the authc~ atiterded several

e . .

ﬁ"¢: TRADOC Commarders Warfighting Seminars and visited 1& headquarters

"y

tat

world wide at echelens above Corps, the initial premise that our

T

w‘i‘ doctrine  is not commnonly understocd was verfied. Even the simplest

i

P

{.f elements of our lexicon are used differently throughout the Army.

.

- Diffarences irn the working definitions of terms such as  “deferd” or
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"intent" and the variation in the basic control measures emploved would
cause major interoperability problems for a task force fram Fort Lewis
operating rnext to a task force from Fort Heood in cowmbat in the

Southwest Rsian Theater.

Throughout recorded history the lack of balance between dogma and
transient doctrine has caused problems at all levels. As early as Roman
times, changing doctrine was a orcblem. An anenymous scaldier in the
Roman Army commented on the prablems of continaous change:

We trained hard ... but it seemed that evervtime we were
beginning to form up new teams, we would be recrganized. |
was to learn later in life that we ternd to meet arny new
situation by reorganizing; and a wonderful method it can be
for creating the illusion of progress while producing
confusicon, inefficiency and demaoralization.®

Qther sectors complain that the American military losses during
the last forty years can be attributed to the Army's inability to
charge. Luttwak arnd the military reform movement argue "the armed

forces have failed us ... but (the) institutions still uncharged-lacms

large and unforgivable.”"?

while the “nay sayers” are farecasting gloom and doca,  the
dealist (the author) i3 seeking the "balanced systzm”. The chailevge
fer  an  ordered system for doctrinal development is  provided by the
recognition that the conduct of war is an art and the acceptance that
che frictiorn and chance of war will preclude a ouwely scientific
aporcach. The idealist would posit there i1s an aoproach that  can

arcduce doctrine with the following ideal characteristics:
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-~ Evaluticnary rather than revelutionary based. This reguires

sufficient vision tao forecast the envirormental changes affecting basic
doctrire 20 to 30 years in advance. Mincr course correcticns can then
be made in the doctrinal literature 2very 3 to 10 years.@

- Respansive to  breakthroughs. When an ernemy or friendly
Ereakthrough in techrolagy demands a major charnge in doctrine  the
system must be capable of rapid assimilation as an aromaly.

- Histerically based. Dcctrire shculd be lirked to history to

avoid making the same mistakes that have been made in the past. But as

Arthur Schlesinger succintly put 1t, "histcrical gereralizations (can
not be) wrerched illegitimately cut of the past ard imposed
nmechanically on the future.” Liddell Hart reminds us that history:

is universal experience-—infinitely lorger, wider, and more
varied than any individual experiernce. How often do we hear
pacple claim knowledge because they are sixty or seventy
years ald?-—-—--—- There is no excuse for any literate person if
he is less than three thousand years of nmind.®

This, 1n conjunction with the following Mark Twailn caution, compels us
to judge carefully to avoid giving too much weight to the past:

We should be careful to get aut of an experience only the

wisdom that is in it... and stap there; lest we be like the

cat that sits down on a hot stove lid.  She will rnever sit

dowri on a hot stove lid again.... and that 1s well; but alsao

she will never sit down on a cold ane, 1©

- Compatible with the civilian sector. The system should oroduce

doctrire that is understood by and  acceptable to acur civilian
constituents, both the oolitical leadership and the Americarn public, ??
In demccratic societies the will of fhe pecbple is quickly f=lf in  all
segrnerts of the goverrmernt, especlally in the armed farces. George E.

n

Clemerceau, a Frernch palitician in the early (300's, warred that war

o
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ﬁf@ is too important to be left to the generals”.!2 EBEut the French in WW I
a4 also demonstrated that war can neither be left entirely to the
:i& generals nor delayed by the bureaucracy of politics. This same failure
;iﬁ: ta oroduce and articulate a doctrine, balanced between acceptable to
;;:' the public and implementable with forces and equipment available, has
i}é been a contributing factor in the United States' inability decisively
%ﬂ. to win a conventional war in the last forty years. The Army's senior
o leaders need to start devoting more time and effort to developing
a )
jgg% long-term, publically acceptable deoctrine that can be related to
'*ii "battlefield svstems". The "battlefield systems" should be submitted
.-1! to Congress as complete sets (force structure, equipment, training, and
Eh
i:%f sustainment) that will suppirt current and future doctrine. Failing to
:}:} use this approach will destine the senicr leaders to spend all of
a? their time trying to justify the spending of five dollars more than
a 2 last year’s budget. The result would be a continuation of the current
o\
%“' problemns: absence of a commonly understood doctvine, which is
)
;l' 2ssential to winning the rnext wary and piecemeal equipment purchases,
'qgg ' thus never fielding a balanced system. Until the senior civil and
i&ii military leaders spend more time discussing how the Army will fight and
‘ .,T not so much time on why, where, the cost, and the capabilities of each
e
;E:i weapcn system, the vital elements of the war winning system of doctrine
Y
a:':' and force structure will not be present,*'=
ﬁ% ~Capable of providing optimium combat power in the joint and
kﬂ\ combined  areva. The decctrine, forces, and hardware of the four
?& sarvices must be coordinated to optimize the joint capability. Alsc,
‘ifs training and plarming with allied forces must maximize the combined

: N N ; . o " TR il - o
¢ n."n!l'-‘!‘u . llw.!’:‘alﬂ" ': s W ' oo O L .‘lg g ,.’6.. A4l % BRENGE .t.“.lt‘g'!‘.l‘
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% mapability.

?af - Flexible and executable with the giver rescurces. In order to be
K
'i able to protect the natvional security interests, the U.5. armed forces
"
) .
hin X must have doctrine and forces that are credible in all spectra of war.
)
DN The continuous debate in the U.5. and allied professicnal defense
M
z‘ . circles on the credibility of U.S5. and allied defernse doctrines reduces
LWL

zfﬁ the deterrent value of the U.S. forces and ercdes training efforts.

‘e
&?

LA
;‘:} Many wculd conterd that we have arrived at the ideal with AirLand
gt
f;‘ Battle (ALR). But considerable evidernce car be offered that attests
LR

ﬂ‘; that ALR is, at best, a starting pointte. Two additicnal thoughts
5

;ﬁa should be considered in making this judgment:

¥ ‘|'

)

2;1 -ALE is a valiant, single service attempt to force the
AWK
e, integration of Army and Air Force capabilities; however, twas other
e
:{i- vital services also reed to be integrated.
o
q~$' -ALE is a visionary doctrine that can provide long-term goals  for
vy
:) devalaopment and procurement of force structure and equipment. The only
S
‘i}' twx qualifiers are:

¥,

>N
'J{ Is it "the right doctrine?"--the debate continues.

N

o= Can the civilian support be sustained to fund it?

2

>,

P AN

N

VRN Dthers would argue that we are in the throes of a kaleidascopic

revaolution, '3 Many reasons are givern for this rneed for  freguent

-
L0
.

changes but the two reasons that will receive the most scrutiny in this

paper are:

2
AdASSS

-
+o]
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-The ARArmy is 1n the midst «f technological revolution so
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"i rapid that long-term goals are toco unclear to be meaningful,

D -Objectives are frequently poorly defined and are changed
49,

) . . . .
‘o every 1-2 years as the senior military and political leadership
A

i

L change. '®

The basic premise of this paper is that U.5. Army doctrine is

Ll R R

changed so frequently that no common cultural bias carm exist without

major medification to the Concepts Based Requirements System C3RS ard a

Y

~

W) radical deceleration of doctrinal change. The thesis presented herein
"™ is that there must be a more effective way of developing doctrine. The
o paper will examine the historical evolution of military doctrine and
¢

e compare the current U.S. definition and use of doctrine with those of
o

Ka twe ather nations. In analyzing the relative success of these nations,
i_ the changes made during the prosecution of their wars will alsa be
-

> axamired.

W

W

e

3 While this paper will, out of necessity, restrict its focus to the
)

- armies of the ccuntries studied, the implications apply to many
.

2 elements in the joint and combired arenas.

"L

o

30

P The two gualifiers below should be considered prior to judging the
¢ . . . .

4 discussions, compariscons, canclusions, and implications:

DA

i} -Those whao can remember the past are condemrned to repeat it.t”
‘.I

i -Just because the decision-maker happened to experience the

v last war 1s ro reascn that it, rather than earlier wars,

#: should provide guidance far the contemoorary situation. t®

Y

8
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g THE VALUE OF DOCTRINE

~

y

e

A Indeed, the evolution of tactical doctirine illustrates that

a . . . -

4 the great value of doctrine is less the final answers it

Bl provides than the inpetus it creates toward developing

v innovative and creative solutions for tactical problems of

O future battlefields.'®

b2

:s[ ' Throughout the centuries, many armies won victories without a hirnt
1

- that doctrine existed, but the concept of doctrine was present. The
t“l
,‘:‘ elements of doctrine appear in many ancient military documents. Sun
B L,
;** Tzu was ore of the few to use a term that translates to dogtrine. When
i:' Griffith translated Sun Tzu's works, he listed deoctrine as ocne of the
> five fundamentals of war:

i‘."’

e

‘E mcral influerce, weather, terrain, commarnd, and doctrine.®°
é}
. -
| :. The Ramans had techniques, prescribed teraining, and specified
::5 orgevnizations. But the Romans did rnct call their tactical recipes that
) »
53 made these elements successful, "dactrine'. Mapaleon stated his
N doctrine in the form of 115 “"comforts".®* While not formally doctrine,
Q:J the 115 maxims provided the type of guidance that doctrine today
N

~

' attempts to address.
e
e The 13th century saw deoctrine being associated with professicnal
e
ot military schaooling. The Prussian general staff was quick to see the
;:- value of this approach. This led to the Prussian thecretical studies
3 ard attempts to apply lessons fraom history, setting the oace for the
.

!,‘ ~ther armies, @2
-

o0
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From its earliest origins there have been a variety of
descriptions and definitions associated with doctrine.®® One of the
many factors that complicate arriving at a concise definition is  the
dichotomy offered by the question: What is the value of a fixed
doctrinal basis for the execution of the fluid art of war? Review of
a collection of definitions provides a sensing of the groping that has
accured and continues to occour in attempts to define and describe
dactrine:

-the logic of professicnal behavior. 24

-a commcn philosophy, language, or purpose. @S

-a governing idea to which every situation may be referred
and from which there may be derived a sound course of action.=€

-an authoritative rule, a precept, giving the approved way
£ do a job.27

-the cpinion of the senicor officer present.®8

-what is officialy believed and taught about the best wav to
conduct military affairs.2?

-cedified common sense. 3°

—-"Dactrine is indispensable to an Army.... doctrine provides
a military organization with a common philoscophy, a commeon langauage, a
sammors purpose and a unity of effart.” (Former Army Chief of Staff,
General Gearge H. becker.")

-Commodore  Dudley W, Knox wrote in 1918: "The obiect of
military doctrine is to furnish a basis for prompt  and  harmonicus
cernduct by the subordinate commanders of a large military force, in

accordance with the interticns of the commander-in-chief, but without
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the necessity for referring each decisien to supericr authority before
action is taken.," 3%

-a commernn way aof cbjectively approaching and barndling a
subject. 32

- a profession=unique lexicon of war, 34

-dcctrine elimirnates the reed for externsive coordination,
directives, and communicatiorns.3S

-doctrine reflects the principles of war, the assessment of

the eremy’s capabilities, an examination 2f ocur own strengths and
weakriesses, an analysis of weapon deployment, cur foreign gcals and
interests, and idiosyncratic national characteristics. It is important
te realize that military doctrine is a mirroer of attitudes about war
that are ceonditioned by cur historical experiernce. Since Americars
tend to hald the incompatible beliefs of optimism about our aptitude
for warfare and ar ambivalence towards those who specialize in the use
of force, military leaders are precariocusly placed between hera and

scapegoat. 3€

The 1list above is by no means exhaustive. In fact, 15 more
definitions could be taken from the Glossary of Terms prepared by
students of the Advanced Military Studies Frogram. Although
definitions abound, the inherent value of doctrine is in the "common'
urderstanding, teaching, and employment. Doctrine will simply not be

effective if a common understanding of the fundamental prirncioles upon

which 1t is based is lacking.2”
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It was rot until recently that military doctrire returred to the

US military lexicor. ‘The term was naot in either the WW I or WW II

(1sint  or combined forces) dicticonaries.3® But it is often used in
different terms in the Field Service Regulaticns and Manuals of thaose
eras. The 1950 edition of the Dictionary of United States Army Terms

recoraed the first official definition:

-—compilation of principles and palicies, applicable ta a
subject, which have beern developed through experience ar by
thecry, that represent the best available thought, ard
indicate and guide but do not bind in practice. Essentially
doctrine is that which is taught...a truth, a fact, or a
thecry that can be defined by reason...which should be taught
ar accepted as basic truths. 29

:

The current definition of the word doctrine comes in twe official
varieties. While the variation between the Department of Defense and
the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) version is minimal, the
fact that there 1is indeed a difference, 1is indicative «of larger
zrallenges. Ove major challerge is that this interdeperderce an  our

Gllies and the necessity to fight in a joint arena tends to dilute the

speci1ficity and timeliness of cur doctrine:4®

DED definitiorn: Fundamertal prircinles by which the
miltary forces cor elements therecof guide their actions in
support of national abjectives, It is authoritative but
reqguires judgment in applicatiorn.

MATO definiticnm: Fundamental principles by which the
military foreces guide their acticorns in suppaort of cbjectives.
It is autharitative but reguires judgement in

applicaticon,
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The wultimate kev to develooing doctrine lies in the ability tao
forecast the demands of future wars. Assuming the forecast can be ocore
with reasoraple accuracy, the demands can be combined with lesscrns from
history to develop the doctrinve. Once drafted, the doctirire can  be
articulated to the public to test its compatibility and to obta:
oopular, ohiloscphical, ard monetary :uzport. After ratification ard
public acceptance, the doctrine canm be practiced arnd tested in  2eace
time, Peacetime practice results in a two-fold berefit: Piractice
demaonstrates acceptance by the military leadz2rship and ircreases *he
credibility that will help deter war., In war time, should deterrarce
fail, the doctrine will reduce the fog and friction of war, <thus
reducing friendly casualities ard increasing the poterntial for winrivg
the war, This 1s a continuous cyecle of evalutian and car be

represented by the following model.

IMEUT QUTELT
Technaoloagy Dictrine
Demagraohy Military Tarce Structure
Economics Syrnthesis Equipmernt

Sacial Successful Rattlas
Palitical Successful Campaigns
Cultural Sucecessful Wars

Threat

History

U.S. Army dactrire has chariged considerably between 1345 and 1337,
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?ﬂ, The factors acting as catalysts have beer varied: imnproved weapons
‘Q.:. and mability, nrnuclear weapon proliferation, the personalities of
.“.:*:.
f:\‘ different senior military arnd civilian leaders, parcchial clashes
® n.f:A
a*' between branches and services, and changing national se< nrity policy.
)
aﬂ' Virtual revelutions in Jdoctrine occurred in the late 1(330's, early
:f‘ 136073, mid 1372%= and the =arly 1380's. The focus of deoctrine shifted
*
'ﬂig from conventional, to nuclear, to counterirnsurgerncy, to convernticnal
“ "active defense", and to conventional "RirLand Rattle". The results of
L
~od
s these ccmbired changes have produced the most complex Army doctrine in
F I
.
1', American history.+t Unforturnataly the doctrire often was a direct
a4y
\ reflection of the the doctrinal views of the current seniocr military
ot
-t} leaders. *= While the Concept Based Requirements System (CERS) was
3
X e introduced in  the early 1380's to develop 1lornger range doctrinal
[ LA
‘“ . development and equipment purchase#2?, the "Light Division Intiative" is
DO
o
j;': a current example of senior leaders solvisg personal irritants rather
'
Qi
£
d;f than waiting for the CBRS to adjust the force structura.
LX)
(W W
qu Ore of the purposes of doctrine is to ensure common thinking, but
, the rapidity of change can make the cocmmon thinking become an  aobstacle
My
t> essential charge. Normally the racdical changes have been the result
‘::% 2f decisions ocutside the military, decisions on where the future battle
-~
T
r:j might be fought. As the doctrine was changed cne of the most difficult
- tasks has traditicnally been "charnging of the Army officers' and
o soldies'  thinking".44 Wher the ratural resistance-toa-charge of the
r, s,
e,
g w1litary 1s combired with the Ceongressional  automatic challernge to
) ~adical charge it is amazing that any progress is made.
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‘:3'.1.
b, The difficultly with Congress is futher compounded by the belief
S
-
: }\ of some Congressmen that the doctrire and force structure should be
s ]
Ny
i equally emplovable accross the entire spectrum of conflict, regardless
)
f‘” of theater. This lack of urderstanding and resulting poor
. 3Y]
f A Congressicnal support is a the fault of senior military leaders failing
R
‘hf to educate the vast majority of Congressmen at the ‘“vision and
R strategies level" using the mcdel coffered by a Congressman, 23S The
W
’;ﬁ Corngressman, a well read military historian, is of the opinion that the
2
¢
¥ L, Army 1s incapable of deveting sufficient energy to sclve the ARirlLand
‘\3 Battle and the Low Intensity Conflict challernges concurrently. The
0
N
-)Qﬁ analogy he used is quoted below:
A
[ )
‘ :\ If you cannct say something clearly,
’ you most likely carmcot think it clearly. <€
.
o
_'i‘ While the debate continues oin which definition of doctrire is
;3 most  descriptive, several models have been offered to clarify the
"
ﬂ' izvaels of doctrine. The madei offered by Lieutemant Colonel Dernis
P,
W\
‘kk” Drew in his 1382 article in the AIR UNIVERSITY REVIEW makes eminent
[
. sense. The three categories of doctrine that Drew presents have been
A
:j slightly modified inm this paper: Fundamental, Erwvirormental, and
LGS
'%j Orgzanizational Lavels of doctrive are graphically represerted in  the
i
. doctrine tree (figure 1).47
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Fundamental doctrine is the trunk or base of the tree of doctrine.

The raoots of the doctrine are firmly planted in the fertile soil of

history., The roots must carefully filter cut only the lessons that can

legitimately be learned from history and applied to the future. The

fundamental doctrine applies to all operating levels of the nation ard

requires the full understanding and support of  the raticor. The

elements of the fundameatal doctrirne are the thecrv and princinles  of

war, the purpose of the military, and asscciaticrn with cther naticoral

agancias. Fundamental doctrire is timeless in significarnce and

application; therefore, it rarzsly reguires revision.

Environmental doctrine is reoresernted by the strong interrnal limbs

of the doctrine tree. The operating systems—--land. sea, air, and space

doctrine-—and the employment methods are defined within the anticipatad
combat envirorments at this level. Even though it defines cperaticns in

a certain medium, it s3till maintains internaticnal applization. The

anviranmental doctrine is narrawer in  scope tharn the furdamental

doctrine and, therefore, changes more frequently. However a most
important feature 1is the plarned ability ta anticipate future
develzpments in techialzgy T3 minimize the frequency of change. It is

at th:i:s level that Gerneral Omar Eradley complimented the status of U. 5,
Army staff training in his bock., O SOLDIERS STORY:

While mobility was the 'secret! US weapon that defeated
(Field Marshal Karl) vor Rundstedt in the Ardenres (in
Pecember 1944), it cwed its effectiveress to the success of
the US Army staff training. With divisions, corps and Army
staffs schooled in the same languape, practices and
techniques, we could resort to sketchy oral orders with an
aszurarce to perfect understanding be'wean US

commands., #® [Insets in the source, emphasis addedl]
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Organizational doctrine forms the leaves and smaller branches that

oravide the bedy of the tree. The crganizaticnal doctrine provides the
details o phow  the individual, joint, and combined military
crganizatians =2xpect to  accomplish their mission, This level of

domtrine is verv deperncent on current technology and palitics.

Each level of doctrine is built on the lower level and reguires
h2althy conditions  t2 survive and support the next  level. Czlonel
Dr2w's analzgy 1s very suggestive: leaves survive arly a short tine on

a gavered branch or on a tre2e with decayed roots, 9

Commurnicating the new doctrirne to the affected audierces and
33inirg the support of the civilian sector is, traditicnally, the meost
4ifficult elzment in democratic societies. The U.3. "Gallup ncolls,
From 1358 to the 179807s, make it quite clear that the publiec rarnks
national security as 'the most important problem’ facing the nation”, =°
Tre absernce of commeon debate and dicussion in the oublic media is
somewhat  conftradictory. Ar irteresting compariscon evolves wher a
ror-democratic nation, such as the Soviet Union, does not reed to sszek
ouslic support of their military doctrive: vet, 1t erncourages and
conducts  more debate than a free matiorn. The herefits and cqosts  of

thiz appreach will be discussed after locking at the Germarm and  Soviet

T: some, decctrine is the answer to all prablens. Drctrine 1s A

Tt e,

e OO T O S e



powerful  tol in the defense of a nation, But. it alcore is not  an
QHA all-powerful sword. As reminders, the two perspectives belecw should
-
R~ -
SR be %epot 1rn mivnd:
x"-

Faiterations of doctrine carnrnct transform human rature
Zr change cockroaches ints butterfliss, 3:

‘\J-

ol
NN

A,

8 2cok {of docterivel 13 like a wirror:  when a mankev locoks
ir, no apostle faor Pattonl can lock aut, 32

A?{_/ P

"l.
AAS

/

<t
()

The raper will proceed based on the oremise that the CBRS fix

LA
",

>

+

he U.S5. Army doctrinal development system is not the final answer o

balanced doctrine and that the value of having a common understarding
of the doctrine is worth a cancerted effort by all affected. Tz begin
the aralysis of histary, in search of the "success factors" in the
develooment of doctrine, the focus of the paper will now shift to  a

review of Cerman doctrinal develcpment.
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GERMAN DOCTRINE

The 1880's marked a major turning point  in doctrinal  matters

PR AL N AT
ool

o arcund the world. This study will not research German history during
)
;;\ that pericd, but a quote from a writer of that time seems to  have
0" =,
"
) ~
;\ captured the German approach to doctrine that still exists today:
%
-
i
y Cur present peace leisure .... nust be taken advantage of to
praovide our ... tactics with a firm fourndation based upon the
o experience gained in warj to establish a system more adapted
) ta cur present reguirements ... so as to be able without

r %

o
‘sr‘cc -"-

prejudice to act in the field of battle as we have been
accustom to da on the drill-ground, and to be less

degendent upon the personal ingspiration of subordinate
officers ... (thus praviding) an army with the cement
necessary for enabling it to withstand the ercrmous friction

»
3

-
I of the battlefield,=2
S
i l Werld Wars I and II made lasting impressicrns on the nature of
:gﬁ- warfare, but rno nation seems to have learned as much as Germany.=4 The
R~ aciustments for lessons learrned and the fact that the Germans entered
-
+ WW II emplocying the basic doctrine that they had inherited from
7
.i& Frederick the OGreat, vaon Moltke and Schleiffen combine to  form  an
3 »
:jq interesting dichctomy. They were able to adapt their dogma "of battles
AJF of armihilation and mobile warfare" to the terrain and equipment only
e "
_{; to be given false credit for develoaping a "rew doctrine of
ol
e Elitzkreig",SS
Ca
-
" 5
-
'ﬂ; The Germar successes should be attributed mere to having a
>
LS
- methodolagy of  inculeating a  commen cultuwral bias than to any
rJ ')
! particular doctrinal genius. Mo dectriral concept  remairned 1
35. iszlaticn from the theory, Once a doctrinal approach was adooted.  no
Y

."‘."\.‘-‘N- X -
N e

Bds"\ e ) O 9. %0
ARG R Lttt



Rt e eeeweTw hd WE T WU Tee e wwtow —y W W W W W e W T W T Uy

N change was mare for the sake of change. No change in doctrire was made
B without full consideration of the snemy capabilities, equipment, and
~ "

: : the ¢training that would be required to ensure that the armed forces

cculd  implement the new doctrine. They were able toc maintain this

ﬁf approach while making numercus charnges from lesscns learred throughout
S§ the majority of both world wars. A comparison of tha Germans'
;ﬁj traditional ability to learn the lessons of war is exoressed by Timothy
:-.. Lupfer:

?? "...the British are still remembered as the great sufferers

: at the Somme, but it was the Ge-mans who were the better

ﬁ learners from the experierce. "S®

t:: The post-war pericds alsc saw a concerted effort collectively, ar
ﬁs in a corporate fashion, to transform lessons learned into  doctrirve.
?:F The atmosphere was one of genuine interest in subordinate unit  input,
Si shared discovery, and development. The atmosphere for doctrine
?i developmernt was rot one with the feeling that "daoctrire is {nvented by
M same higher headguarters acut of touch with the field and then

arbitarily imposed”.

4
)
5
) A
el In the period leadirng up the invasion of Poland in 1333, Guderian
e . "
L, carwvinced Hitlar aof the power of concentiated tanmk formations and  nad
L
' . L
. six Parzer Divisions ready for employment. This appears to be -ne of
'\“'
the few times that German system of debate and test pricis tao
S implemerting change was overcome by political maruevering. However,
.
,:_ the German commanders did rnot trust the deen exnloitation theories for
this new, rearly tank pure faorce and did nct use them as Cuderiar had
w
G 21
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intended. This counld be argued as an example of instinctive
Fesistanée to undebated change. A result of the lesscns learned in
Paland was the begivning of the slow evalution of the Pancter Division
structure towards a more balanced, thus more capable, combined arms
force. The efforts to field a more balarced panzer force and the

correction of many of the administrative and logistic problens

encountered in Poland proved to be very valuable lessaons learned.

The use of combined armns formations with corncentrated Panzers, the

caorrection of the errors made in Poland, and a cocperating eremy

{uritrained in caombired arms procedures) turined the "Blitzkreig" into a
miracle tactic overnight. The coordination of the paratroopers, air
attacks, and the out-gurnned. out-rnumbered German armored vehicles
quickly overwhelmed the French and British. Regardless  of initial

successes, the German maneuver doctrine evaolved considerably during WW

IT from lessons learred. However, the allied interpretations at the
time, and 2ven today, oftern were incorrect., "Blitzkreig" was not at
the aoutset a doctrinal mareuver nor was it to become orne. The term

could bettar be used to describe the results of the standard German
mobile warfare. A more  accurate statement of their approach is
»zorasarnted by the analysis of paragrash 1 of TRUFPPENFUHRUNGS? (The
Germarn Army's pocket-sized combined arms manual) in the passage below:
The most remarkable aspect of the Prussian—German system was
that, by current standards, no "system" actually existed.
Impravisatian was the key to the Prussian—-German approach

which regarded the corduct =f war as an art--a free,
areative activity with scientific foundations, 5@
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The TRUPPENFUHRUNG gave doctrinal missians tc the variocus elements
of the combined arms team, but it did not give specific tactical
instructions. For example, the "mcbhile force", armored or ctherwise,
was to create favorable corditions for the battle of annihilation by
destructicn or forced dislocation of the eremy artillery, S It is
fram this mission statement that the confusion seemed to abound. Meost
terded to ignore the more restrictive abjective of this mobile force
and t> attach a much grander scale of "deep pernetrations to  paralyze
the eremy’s command and control system and to produce a collapse of the
enemy morala™. It has been offered that the grander scale
interpretations by American authors is a paor attempt to justify u.s.

Army doctrinal proncsals, &9

Interviews with Gernerals Balck and Vor Mellenthin indicated the
strong belief that the characteristics «f the German pecople gave them a
decijed advantage.®? The ability «of the individual sdldier ta use
initiative 1in dealing with the urknown situationg was credited with
oproviding numercus successes, particularly against the Soviets. It is
this use of initiative at the higher levels, combired with a common
understanding of the doctrine, that translated into cperational
successes. Faraphrasing the interviews, had the Germans develaoped
stronger alliarnces, demonstrated the same operational brillia;ce, and
demcornstrated socme strategic competerce, the German doctrine would have
succezeded.®®  While it could be argued that this daoctrine requivced the
uge of a form of initiative possibly unigue to the German character,

the fact that training in the German Army had to worbk diligertly to
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foster initiative would discount that pessibility. The nrneed faor
initiative in addition to an understanding of the doctrive is very
similar tos current U.S5. and Scoviet thoughts on deoctrine. German and
Soviet history demonstrate that good doctrine requires the use of

initiative to adjust for unforeseer developments, but that initiative

~without a good understanding of the doctrine and the commander’s intent

is a formula for disaster. The Germans were able to combine these
ingredients oan a vregular basis and are recognized for their

operational brilliarce.

The paraphrased interview of Balck and VYon Mellentbin provides an
intaresting hypothesis. This propesition identifies ancther factaor
that needs to be caonsidered as it applies to future wars. Throughout
the war, the Germans were faced with the improving capability of the
Allies to deal with the "Blitzkreig”. The Allies were also trying to
improve an their own combired arms operations. Efforts by the Germans
to compensate for the ircreased allied capabilities backfired on  the
Germans. Producing better armed and armored panzers robbed the
infantry, artillery, and suppart eslements of the production required to
provide protectiocn to them as they attempted to maneuver with the
parzers. Regardless of the other strengths of the Germar war machive
and the irmaovativeress of the saoldier, the German combined arms team

brake down. ®* Not dissimiliar cases occur in the competition for funds

among and evern within the U.S. military services.
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R A review of German dectrinal development leads to the faollowing
aﬁﬂ conclusions, The doctrine employed was a product of the German
R
1) character, historical experience and critical analysis at all levels.
?,r
4 . - . .
o2 German doctrine from 1330 to 1345 underwent ro radical changes. The
g
]
ﬁ:ﬁ minor adaptations to accomcdate rew weapon systems were dore in an
L\ " ”*
ONe
‘4?: avolutionary marnner. Yot Germanv's initial victories in 1239-41
[) o .*'
Wele using "Rlitzkreig tactics” formed the standard for mechanized combined
"igh arms warfare.®3 Few contemporary writers comment on same of the key
Y
™ L o
{gj elements of the initial Germwan successes. The poor status of training
s
1§‘ 2f the French, PBritish and Soviets as opposed to interse pre-war
L]
uih education and training programs by the Germans is a key are. The
oY
‘f:J German apolitical., corporative approach to deoctrinal develooment worked
’
) - concurrently with educaticrn and training to develop a common  cultural
| o bias and lexicon is arcther, Numerous victories by the Germans at the
LS
3:1 begirming of the war can be attributed tc the dectrire being clearly
Do
~ i i
-y understoad at all levels and German leaders having the cenfidence tao
Pl )
bord implement it. The Allies required a considerable trainup pericd to
'*K‘
jv attain a similiar level of expertise (a luxury that most likely will
h “'
iy
Ll \0 3 . . . )
e not  be available in future conflicts). The armihilation and mobile
Wy
o warfare doctrine survived the transition to war. This broad doctrirve
NS
o ~as very adaptable tao the lesscorns learned that were deemed worthy of
'.":\
'},: adceotion, The avalution of the Panzer faoirces fraom a nearlv tark pure
WN
—. to 2 mere balanced and capable force attests to the ability to adjust
.r"$
* . the tactics arnd force structure in the midst of a war, orovided the
s
Yo . i
b army has a common understanding of the basic doctrire.
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The German approcach to dectrine was gererally apclitical,
¢ approached war as an  art and was based on a solid  foundation of

military histaorv. Their system was maraged by a collective grouo of

Mt NS N6 P D )

military experts, the German Gereral Staff. While many similarities

.

-
-

will be evident during the review of the Soviet doctrinal development

o
T

system, two rctable differences will be obvicus: the political factors

-
CX

and the scient:ific nature in the Soviet systen.
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A We have gotten into the fashion of talking of cavalry
,:?: tactics, artillery tactics, and infantry tactics.. This
% distinction is nothing but a mere abstraction. There is Sut
',) zn2 art, and that is the tactics of combined arms. The
:51‘ tactics of a body of mounted troops composed of the thiree
‘H} arms is subject to the same established principle as is that
“q =f a mixed forece in which foot soldiers bulk largelv., Tre
Wt anly difference is are of mcbility.
)
R
-Major Gerald Gilbert, British Army, 13067
o
': : This FBEritish perspective is a succinct summary of the Soviet
AT
N
-;f\ doctrinal philosopay.  In fact, the words above provide better insight
@ i , . . o
,{-J to the int2nded Saoviet approach than the official definition belaow:
'
P
'ﬁg VOYENNAYA DOKTRIMA (MILITARY DACTRINE)- A nation’s officially
Bl accepted system of scientifically founded views on the nature
b A of modern wars and the use of armed forces in them, and alsc
. cnn the requirements arising from these views regarding the
‘“r\ country and its armed forces being made ready for war.
%f% Military doctrine has two aspects: political and
:ﬁ' military-technical. The basic terets of a military doctrirve
: are determined by a raticn's political and military
:N.\ leadership according to the socic-political order, the
:5’ courtry's level of econamic, scientific and techrnol-.oical
= develooment, and the armed forca2s combat material, with due
!é,? regard to the conclusions of the military science arnd the
fﬁ? views of the orchable enemy.®® (emphasis added)
2’3 In researching the Scviet dcctrinal system, it became aobvious very
oy
A guickly that warking with secondary and tertiary material would b2 the
ne
" zrly way to avoid beceomirg bogged down in oolitical rhetoric.  Although
o
N+
W there is some darnger 1n selecting translations that are i1naccurats,
Y there has been a conscious effort to aveild  using single soucce
y -":'.
f:{ thoughts. The expert copiricons and articles of those whao have studied
I:‘c
o Szviet methads throughout the vears have alss oreovided a  bisdad dats
Pt tase,
i
o
t€§ e
J »
. |
5
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ﬁ ) The direct translation of the definiticon of Soviet Military
3
100 | . L
n! Doctrine does aoffer same insights, including some of the political
WY,
¥ ? rhetaoric. To the unindcoctrirnated, it seems interesting that the
[
o tical 1 .
b sciantific and political influences on the development of dactrine are
Ly &‘
L
g;; of almaost equal importarce. A considerable amount has bSeen written on
£,
the Saviet's scientific approach to war. Irn contrast, the Western
.
. | |
- countries tendency to approach it more as an art. There are alsc
: -1:::
;:%' numerous  Western articles on the influence of politics on Soviet
5'.-
J Joctrine. However, there is rnot very much open source material
A
‘:a: available ¢that deals with the actual interworkings of the primary
\':\
3D influences on the formulation of Soviet doctrire. The majority of the
*
. .
it material addresses the higher level doctrinal work., Study of this
-jﬁ higher level provides valuable insight to the emphasis placed on joint
-“—\
N
e and caombined warfare. An averview of the total system below alsa
] -
1)

oravides marny of the ancswers to the research guesticns.
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o STRUCTURE OF SOVIET MILITARY THOUGHTS”

Military
Doetrive

&t: Pzlitbura,
) Saviet Communist Party

.,, MCD / General Staff Military

Scierce

.
l'l

2P
s "i :-

‘.l‘. s

|
|
i
i
|
{
]
|
|
)
I
|
|
|
1
[}
]
i
|
{
i
1

Troop TNG
& EDUC

Military
Art

Military |

-~

Structurel the Re=ar

.;-‘

1 !
I Military ECON !
P& !
1 !

-
w 2 8 liea

a_a
A" g}

N

- ey
s ]

-y
>

Gerieral Staff /
Theater Commands

Military
Strateqgy

I
Shlk

) Front /

:‘v N Arny Level

Operational
Art

Division & S2low } Tantics i

The chart depicts the Folitburao and the Saviet Communist Paerty
. making the final determinations on the military doctrive. This is an

ac~uyrate reoreserntaticn of where the decisicons are made. But several

tev ooirntz are rot deoicted. The following comments and  comnparisons
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are offered fr consideration:

-Soviet doctrine is said to be "practical”g it 1s based an
capabilities that are =2ither on hard or about to emerge. Doctrine is
also dynamic. It must be altered when a changing glocbal ernvirorment

and rapidly advancing military techvnclogies demand, @ The doctrire is
modified on a3 five vear cycle coincident with the Five Year Plan.
Thus, the force structure, the equipment, and the money for the
succeeding five vears are praovided at the same time as the doctrine
that 1is to be implemernted during that periad€®, thus producing an
intagrated approach.

-Saviet doctrine is debated ir open forum, unclassified
gpublications, as a guestion of military scierce orior to the final
recommendaticon goirg up to the decision makers. When it appears there
nas been i1nsufficient debate on portions of the dactrive, debate will
ther be directed. The Pclitburc and Communist Party receive input from
all five services in developing the doctrine.?® Once the Five Year
©larm and doctrine have beern decided, %he debate on "current doctirine”
~111 cease ard the attention will be shifted to debate of doctrive
being considered for the next Five Year Flan. 7t

-The Soviets led the way orior ta 1237 in the doctrine of
mechanized warfare, but the purges of 1937, combired with a
last-minute decisicon to form mechanized corps, resulted in a  force
urprepared to handle the "German Blitzkreig" irn 13941-423. This led to
axtarnsive adjustments in the Saviet daoctrire throughout the war,

- Post war doctrive was firmly tied tao the "lessons  learvred  fraom

World War I1"72,  but it urnderwent a major cverbaul in the late 1RS0°s
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. and early 1360's, Stalin's death in 1353 marked the erd of an era aof
e ) .
oo of the ZTommunist Party leader persaovally dominating the formulation  of
e ) ! '
.- militarv deoctrine.”3 Since that time, each Five Year Plan has had
AL
) "majcr doctrinal inncovation'. 74 In 1360, more than 1.2 million men
' N
;:~; were replaced by the "any war = full scale ruclear war" approach. 19366
gy
At s ) . . .
f\ﬁ; saw attention shift to the rnavy arnti-carrier warfare and long range
)
ailrborre airlift to support the "local war option”. 1371 witnessed the
\f'
\? "Intrawar Deterrernce" opticn emerge with ccunterforce strikes planned
! :l’. )
:§~ while the gerneral-purpose forces were destined to  protect the
3, .
i )

1 zountervalue strike capability. 1376 faced the sericus oossibility
N that the use of rnuclear weapons might be limited to only theater
o
AN nuclear war; this resulted in the importance of general-purpose farces
-

D™, ",

¢ increasing significantly. The 1980's are experiencing a further shift
L n’g

i in the direction of a long conventional war capability above and beyond
‘.':-\

SN the Soviets! impressive, rebuilt grournd force structure. In addition,
o : : s

>t

their ground  forces are supported by credible theater and strategic

)

*( L)
el ruclear assets,?S
[ -..‘
S »
'ﬂy -Svery appurtunity to update future doctrine from lessons  learrned
LY Al - b
o
. N - N . . .
4 fram  Soviet, surrcgate, or others’ combat experience is  actively
' -
1R nursied. Lessons learned from the Middle East Wars and Afghanistarn are
) '1~~_
oY
1§~ cnly two examples of the conflicts beivwg discussed in cpen souwrces.
L -Coneistent in each deeirinal pericd is an absclute invalvement
" :' xf  joint arnd  combined arms to optimize wnatiornal capabilitv. This
L - 1] N
.-\'¢»
’uj imp=~mved  capability is calculated, ot in comnetition with  the
;:ﬁ
Yy articigated foe, but against the weaknesses of the anticipated faoe,
o Thus., the greatest deterrerce arnd potential war-winning capability  1s
-
i
. ‘I. -~
:: ’ 21
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obtained with the least cost ard disruption to the sccic-economic
et
K »
)
ol programs., 7€
-.. 'l._
>
y \-..
B =
D
«) -Since 1933 the "majcr dactrinal irmaovations" have provided a
1%,
N zignificant challerge to military leadercship 1n attempting to ftrain to
'ﬁﬂ
) . . - . .
% a zapability to 1aplement the rew five vear doctrines,”” Corisiderable
:"'v
discussion continues among all levels of leadership, but underrneath all
'y
WL . . .
N of the charges lies a thread of continuity:
A Friom the Russian Civil War of 1318-21 to the present the
‘*@ Soviets have beer remarkably corsistent in their (tactical)
o doctrine. This doctrine envisioned a “deep battle" fought by
‘ﬂV combined arms mechanized formations that could rupture
0 5; conventiconal eremy defenses with artillery. paratroops, air
:f: strikes, and the maneuver of mechanized "mcbile groups".?”2
N, ’rﬂ
", S}
LW
ey -The significance of the Saoviet view of doctrine camnaot be aver
"
‘NJ-‘ . sy . . o R
AW 4 amphasized. Military science 1is held tx be a unified body of
159
St ) ) . .
! R kriowledge". As such, its truths and laws are perceived as being
~?_ discoverable and verifiable.7?
e
B <!
-:’
L4
o
B, In summary, the basic research gquesticns will again be used tao
My
provide a  framework. The doctrine is compatible with the civilian
w2 A . ‘ _
;{:x scCclaty by virtue of it being develcped "in tune" with the
o
:Jﬁ. Marvist-Leninist ideclogical basis of the nation by the oolitical
e
members of the government. This is in contrast tao the German
~
Ve L ) . . . . . .
.\;s apolitizal aporcach, The Five ‘fear Fraogram cycle, in conjunction with
2
xﬁj‘ the “indeogendent" doctrins' approcaches. have beer ma)or  inmovations,
4.» "y
rearly reveluticnary, causing corsiderable di€fizalty for the nmilitary
23
fﬁ; leaderchip. It is difficult to assess the time reguired to  implement
v
~I
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o
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the doctrinal charnges during oeacetime. The uhclaésified scurces
merely refer to difficulties in shifting the educational focus of  the
large training system. It appears that the deoctrinal chanpes have not
had a totally destructive effect an the develocpment of a common
laxicaon, The coportunity *o debate doctrine 3s a sciernce based aon
“irmly rooted Russian/Scoviet exgerience arid Marxist-Leninist
social-internal dialectics has formed the commen  thread for their
tactical doctrire. The informed analysis =f oroposed change 1is 3
czmmzr trait shared with the Germans and se=sms to be vital to  the
success  of the Scviet Five Year doctrine anomalwv. In neither WW II
noy Afghanistan did the tactical doctrine survive the transition to
4
WA, But the existence of higher level doctrine ensured the gradual

assimilaticn of the lessans learned in combat.

Th2 Soviet ‘"scientific analysis" of their versics of history
:¥f2re a distiret contrast to the German and westerrn "artistic®
aco~cach to doctrine. The Marxist-Leninist basis and the political

1valvenent still result in a similar versicn of the German model cof
crllective effort tao debate-consensus build oricr to implementing

charges to the docirire.
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4o
AT
S
ﬂ’ Clausewitz developed the philosophy of the grand battle from his
<)
;;“q studies and experience in the Napelecornic Wars., His conclusion was that
ity
: Napoloceon’s success was the direct result of great bloodv  battles.
.‘ -
ﬁ&J Napoleon would attack the enemy in a fashion that would force the
T, commitment of all of the enemy’s reserves. Baonaparte would then attack
o0
o)
o
-ﬁ& with every fresh and unengaged soldier in zne crushing blow. During
o0
o WW I, the beligerents used these tactics for four years on the Western
::_f Front, Each report of high casualties in this battle of attrition was
.L\'-
:ﬁ:{ offered by Clausewitz's followers as "proof" that the doctrine was
TN
K warking., @
A
o
::f: It shouald be amazing that this example of wrong doctrine being
-
'{“{ justified with inaccurate theoretical interpretations could occur in
;?J mzdern times wher history has other examples of the wrong doctrire for
L)
) . L
’?{l the times. "Hrnowing why, when, and how to change is key to maintaining
4
ot
ﬁﬂ‘ a Army's effectiveness."®® Yet histeory is replete with examples of
L
o senior military and civilian leaders failing teo visualize the essertial
(™ L~
’ 3: changes 1in dactrire as technology changed. In 1863, the Iircreased
Y
B~
:: rarige and accuracy of fire arms demonstrated that the blind faith in
i

the Mapolesnic battle was misplaced. 92 If the American Civil War was
not  sufficient eavidence, the Prussian victories aover the Austrians
should heve bean:

As canditions of warfare change, the methcods and techniques
of 2ur doctrine must svolve with them. 83 (emphasis added)
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; ; If some debate on the value and the preferred approach to
g . . : .
'*\: doctrinal  development remains, it would seem self-evident that
1 cadifying the definitioen of deoctrine and developing an evolutionary
)
1)&' approach wiil have the best potential of success. The model oresented
A
- N . . . .
! ;q by LTC Drew, the Dactrinal Tree, provides & very graphic representation
E\ ,\'
R v
ATy that could be used to educate the military and civilian leaders.
N
,:a? This study does not portend to have identified even the majority
~. .
ST
)
.?ﬂ‘ of the issues. However, it does offer proposals that can provide a
(¥ . . . .
MO healthier envircrment for the growth of scund doctrine. The following
nTs
: nutrients for the Doctrinal Tree are considered essential:
0
NN -Remave the percepticn that U.S. doctrine is  interim or
b - transiant. Berman and Soviet history adequately demonsticate the value
B .
L=
s -f develaping a common lexicon and understanding of the basic doctrire.
b
l . «
%: y Zliminating this percepntion of having transient doctrine is still the
1)~ largest challerge faced by U.S5. senicr leadership.8<« While the
]
*l .
;jc challerge is easily stated. it has encrmous implications. Dropoing the
o
" " ‘Prmv  parcochialism® and earrestly leadirg the way in developirg true
’:._'
. jzint  and combined doctrire 13 just cre of the major  steps. The
"
-’ L]
S
‘\ih Chairman of the Joint Chiefs «f Staff and the Secretary of Defz2nse need
GaY)
o .
.qﬁ‘ t2 take charge arnd demconstrate to the National Security Courncil  arnd
¥ Vo
- Congress a  team effort, The team effort irn place «of the ‘“aobvicus
B~ .S
o tug-a-war for  preeminerce’ that currertly exists betweern %ths armed
.:w':'
.“i‘ services would praduce much better deterrerce. This would alzo allcow
:‘ -
o “he policy makers tao corcertrate on zetting lorger term ard more
Y
'sf evolicit natisnal security guidarce. @S
3€
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i ~Insist that lessons fraom history are properly used rather
o~ than abused. The tendency of many is to use history ta orove a
) precconceived notion, ignoring those portions of history that do not
- sugport  it. History used with the proper rigor will offer objective
r
: insights and lessons learrned for developmernt of riew doctrine, rather
'5 than to confirm existing doctrirne. @6
" -Debate all proposed charges thoroughly pricr ta
- innlementation, Use a composite of the German and Soviet models of
f& doctrinal debate to analyze thoroughly any proposed charges. The Saviet
; system of doctrine and force development maximizes the total system.
‘O
’i The Germar system obtains the full support of the military leadership
3 through  seminars and debates at all levels prior to implementaticon, @7
; The current US system appears to optimize subsystems and dictate new
N doctrine that i1s debated opernly after it is put intoe effect. The
v debate normally continues during its entire life span. Thus, the
a\ nation 1s left to depend on the technical edge to ensure victory,
)
fi giving a false sense of technical security and damaging the credibility
.r‘
L " 2f cur senicr leadership. #@
. -Remcve any military decisicn-makers found to be operating on
k "their own agenda”. The German and Soviet systems dampen this
ﬂ
: potential by requiring that all proposed changes be justified in the
)
. debate arena. All toa frequently in the U.S5. Army it appears that the
b
.: true impetus for charnge is to further ocne's cwn career or fix aonly a
~ |
:: very small oart of the prablem. The perception is the gieces that are
W
. fived are those that have beern a personnal irritant. This "I fixed
La it" mode of aperating is recagrnized as the American way, but 1t merely
L
x>
: 35
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:
ip‘¢ adds to the turbulence when dealing with military doctrine. The
o ' , . .
::5 American system also breeds contempt for patience. Jokingly, patience
g&' is refered tc as a virtue by those that demonstrate its absence. The
::? “‘quick food and convenience" orientation of our society and business
: sectors must be avoided when developing the doctrire for deferse of cur
ey
:.0:: nation, 89
. ~Teach the doctrine umiformly and strictly enforce common
:Qf control measures and language but demand individual initiative in
2
::3 implementing the docctrine. @°
‘é’j -Reduce the duplication of published material in field
?{L manuals. The Germarn system should be studied as a potential model.
;ﬁ“ Concurrently insist that FM 100-5 is the basis of all other doctrinal
:ﬁ‘\ assertion on conventional land warfare.®t
:;~3 -Use the Center for Army Lessons Learned in  peacetime to
&?ﬁ develop the capability for rapid deoctrinal change to accommodate  those
:) rharnges that are not made before the cutbreak of hostilities. ™= The
;?Ex eritical analysis of lessons learned during peace and war proved
E;; critical to G=rman and Soviet successes.
.: . -Damperni radical changes. 2 The challenges that we face are
Eg not shaort term. The cast of war—fighting systems and the time to train
SE; o new doctine carm not be squandered orn neat ideas that are short term
;i; fixes. Quick fixes have shorter and shorter half-lives as the
isf complexity of war and the time required to prepare for war increases.®4
-
St Analysis of the Germar and Soviet svstems of doctrine development would

NS B

ARRb

irndicate that a critical elemernt of success is the ability to develcop a

viszion of the future. A reasconably accurate vision of the future will
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allow the develocpment of doctrine that can be svolved - relatively
long perind. Success is then not guaranteed to the military
organization that develops a riew weaporn and new doctrine. It is the
military that develops wavs of using the rnew weapon to support the

evalving dectrine that will be successful in future wars.

A recent article by ADM Crowe, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff, on oaofficer education offers an appropriate summary of the
current challenge:

When the American civil-military partrership has been united,
with each element conscious of its utter dependence on the
ather, it has been unbeatable. But when its bonds have
weakened, the nation's defenses have withered, and cur course
on a troubled globe has wavered darrcerously. Rll Americarns
have a vital interest in the nurturing of the cocpe-ative
venture-—the civil-military team——that keeps this nation
strong and effective on the world scene, ®=
If these conclusions had rnnat already been drafted before ADM
Crowe's article was published, this paper might have appeared tc be a
pooyr Ccopy. But ADM Crowe’s article is much broader in scope and only
the similarities will be addressed. Several of the challerges made by
ADM Crowe affect Army doctrine and are paraphrased below:
-Educaticn must bridge the gap between the services arnd between
military and civilian counterparts.
-Everyorne invalved in naticnal defernse must work to  achieve an
optimua balance betweern national security and the resources controlled
by Cangress.

~-A  consensual formula must be devised to stablize our  investment

"over the long haul"--get away from the peaks and valleys that wreak

8
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havac with the system.
4
-Articulate to cur civlian constituents the U.S. defense rneeds and |
|
true capabilities. The American public gquickly loses sight of the reed

for a strong military.

ADM Crowe’s challerge focuses more on the issues that affect our
ability ta develop joint doctrine, but many similiar parochial
roadblacks exist within the Arnmy. It is exactly this parochial view
of developing doctrine that all the armed services stuggle with an a

daily basis.
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iMRLICATIONS

Doctrine is only one of the faur variables--technolaogy,
ervirarment, doctrine and palitics—--that the U.S. Army nust e prepared
to adyust to in oeacetime, During war the numbz~ »f variables carmot
te estimated. Regardless «f peace or war, the Army will charge aver
time, for better or worse. As the rate of technolaogical change
increases, the rate of doctrinal charnge accelerates oroportiornately 1if
unchecked. Throughout history, change has been critical to the success
ar failure of nations. The only differerce taday 15 that
technological changes are at  an all time high and will steadily
accelerate far the foreseeable future, leading us into new
ervirarments. CBRS was introduced as the solution to the "doctrine and
force structuwre gap”, and it is very possible that it can be adjusted
to provide that link. This subject reguires additicnal study. Eut
whatever system 1s selected, it must be capable of directing the
changes rather than reacting to them and thus losing the iniative. The
approach must  alse be consensus bullding to minimize the debate of

current doctrirne and maintain a vision of the future.

The United States Army is at a critical crossrcad. It has 2
wealth of history tao oravide insights., and at no time 1n recent histary
has it deveted the amount of effort currently being expended to develap
orafessional deoth within 1ts ranks. 1t has hignh guality saldiers and

unprecedented egquioment meodernization programs. If the Army can unify

to 2liminate the "oranch paraochialism’, the true maximum ootential will
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';‘ start to emerge. If this car be accamplished 1n conjurcticon with a
’?
‘j. careful screening of the bits and pieces of history to 1dent1fy  those
. _ A
\r that are still relevant ang scciologically acceptable., majzr steides
oy will have been taken.
W
v
| ~
-0 Airtang Battle Doctrine s & majer step towards oroducing a
- far-sighted and unified doctrine. But 1t will also be scrapoed as  a
P G
- political expedient 1f 1%t 13 rot fully supported within the Army  and
L)
:; civilian circles. The final test for ALE is 1f 1% can be furtper
¥ integrated as joint  doctrine, Unti1l the military and political
-~
| ‘ . . N
S ieadership 15 willing t: risk the long-term view and build the doctrine
,2 :
e irn an avolutionary arc consensus buillding marrer, there will never be a
"
’
‘v unifaormily accepted cocirire, The absense of a unifocrmlv  accepted
oS
,: ductrine makes the Uni-ed 5tatas a orime candidate for becoming ancther
s
{: statistic :n the Cummcrciace nistary of  nations that  reguired -
f
S 2rushing defeat befire 1t 20wl face tne ra2forms required to remain  a
l. o
i vital nation.
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